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Independent Advisory Group: Minutes for 4 June 2015 (10:00 to 13:00)

Attendance: 

John Beddington 

Campbell McCafferty 

Raquel Duarte-Davidson 

Fiona Fox 
Hilary Walker
Gregor Hendersen
Simon Wessely 
John Simpson 

James Rubin
Simon Wilkinson

Richard Amôt 

Apologies: 

Ed Galea



Stephen Groves
Paul Elliot

Minutes of meeting on 8 December 2014

1. Accepted

Matters arising

2. Campbell has provided introductions for James re the community resilience work in CCS. James and his PhD student have met with the team and worked this into the HPRU work. 

3. The Blackett review discussed in December has been circulated by James to Theme 3 team

4. Raquel and the Theme 5 team (Richard Amlôt and Simon Wilkinson) have discussed other work about decontamination being conducted by other teams. 

5. The Theme 7 team’s post-doc and PhD student have yet to take up their post. 
· James to remind Theme 7 to link up with Campbell in due course, so that he can link them to a separate team undertaking work on improving organisational learning from exercises. 

6. The review of adverse effects of radiation discussed in the last meeting is still underway by the Oxford team led by Professor Angela McClaire (sp?). This is likely to be published in the peer reviewed literature in October / November. 

· John B to update the group on report about radiation risks at the next meeting. 

· John B to send a draft of the report to Hilary in due course. 

· John B to look into whether the report can be launched at the Science Media Centre. 
7. James and Fiona have discussed two possible projects on media response to disasters, one on the impact of having multiple voices discussing a recent incident and one on whether it is advisable to engage with conspiracy theories / dissenting voices in on-line media. James will be asking if early career researchers in the HPRU want to take on these ideas. 

· James to provide a couple of paras on possible media projects as an update for the next advisory group meeting. 

8. John Simpson and colleagues in Theme 6 have been considering what exposures other than nerve agents could be included in their work. 

· John S to report back to group at next meeting on what exposures will be studied. 
Progress since last meeting
9. James presented an overview of progress. In general, the group agreed that progress had been good and any slippages were reasonable. Specific suggestions made by the group are detailed below.  

10. The Group Responses After Disasters or Emergencies (GRADE) project has experienced difficulties recruiting participants who work for primary care and the commercial sector. 
· Raquel offered to pass on details for possible contacts at Sainsbury’s who might be interested in GRADE project. 
· Gregor offered to link the team in to PHE’s corporate partners scheme [action completed since meeting]
· Simon offered to raise the issue at the City Mental Health Alliance [action completed since meeting]

· Simon offered to raise it with his contact in Asda [action completed since meeting]
11. More detail was requested on the side-effects of medication study for the next meeting. 
12. There was agreement that the National Flooding Study was a useful initiative. It would be helpful to alert DH mental health team and ministers about likely results as work progresses. 
· James to tell flooding study team of the interest in their work and circulate a summary of any results to the Advisory Group for comment when available. 
13. There was concern about the number of scenarios being explored in Theme 3. Is this feasible? 
14. John S is working on a CONOPS paper which will be available soon.
15. Work in other themes was noted, but no specific suggestions were made
Suggestions to help the work of the group for future meetings

16. The annual report is a helpful document to work from and will be circulated again by James next year. 

17. For future meetings, rather than highlighting all progress in the HPRU, we will prepare a list of key points and questions we would like to focus on. 
18. In general, it was suggested that James should circulate draft papers (or a summary) to the group for comments on content, implications, publicity etc. 

Detailed discussion of Theme 5: Improving skin decontamination. 
19. Richard Amlôt and Simon Wilkinson gave a presentation on their work. A PDF of their slides will be sent to all members. Key points from our discussion during and after the presentation are highlighted below. 
20. The work by team is informed by earlier work in this area that is available in the public domain. Links already exist with the University of Hertfordshire group, which should prevent unnecessary duplication. 
21. A possible extension to the work is the question of where chemicals go after they have been washed off. Do they contribute to secondary exposure? 
22. The question of how to teach the public about what actions to take was raised, in response to pre-education (difficult in the absence of a threat) and in the immediate post-exposure period. It might be useful to see if there are lessons that can be learned from other domains (e.g. the behavioural insights team). The impact of providing a washcloth / coned pathways were raised as examples of the style of interventions that may help.  
23. It may be timely for PHE / DH to hold another decontamination exercise. This might involve casualties who are not just ‘the usual suspects,’ scenarios which add another layer of complexity to behaviour (e.g. delays in decontamination resulting in large numbers arriving at hospital) or use of simulants to assess the effectiveness of decontamination
· John, Hilary and Campbell to consider whether a new exercise is possible.
24. The artificiality of exercises was discussed. It may be possible to set up a study to interview people who have been through real life decontamination. Only a few incidents happen each year and these can be hard to access, so this will be difficult to do as an MSc / PhD project. However it is worth exploring. 
· Raquel to add James and Richard to the distribution list of the chemical digest.
· James and Richard to discuss possibilities of a project on real decontamination incidents
Next meeting
25. The next meeting will be 8 December 2015, 2-4pm, Somerset House. 
The NIHR Health Protection Research Unit in Emergency Preparedness and Response at King’s College London











4

